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1 Introduction

1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Study Background

The West Santa Ana Branch (WSAB) Transit Corridor (Project) is a proposed light rail transit
(LRT) line that would extend from four possible northern termini in southeast Los Angeles
(LA) County to a southern terminus in the City of Artesia, traversing densely populated,
low-income, and heavily transit-dependent communities. The Project begins in downtown
Los Angeles and terminates at Pioneer Boulevard in the City of Artesia. The Project would
provide reliable, fixed-guideway transit service that would increase mobility and connectivity
for historically underserved, transit-dependent, and environmental justice communities;
reduce travel times on local and regional transportation networks; and accommodate
substantial future employment and population growth.

1.2 Alternatives Evaluation, Screening, and Selection Process

A wide range of potential alternatives have been considered and screened through the
alternatives analysis processes. In March 2010, the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) initiated the Pacific Electric Right-of-Way (PEROW)/West Santa Ana
Branch Alternatives Analysis (AA) Report (SCAG 2013) in coordination with the relevant cities,
Orangeline Development Authority (now known as Eco-Rapid Transit), the Gateway Cities
Council of Governments, the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
(Metro), the Orange County Transportation Authority, and the owners of the right-of-way
(ROW)—Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), BNSF Railway, and the Ports of Los Angeles and
Long Beach. The AA Report evaluated a wide variety of transit connections and modes for a
broader 34-mile corridor from Union Station in downtown Los Angeles to the City of Santa
Ana in Orange County. In February 2013, SCAG completed the PEROW/WSAB AA Report?!
and recommended two LRT alternatives for further study: West Bank 3 and the East Bank.

Following completion of the AA, Metro completed the West Santa Ana Branch Transit
Corridor Technical Refinement Study in 2015 focusing on the design and feasibility of five key
issue areas along the 19-mile portion of the WSAB Transit Corridor within LA County:

Access to Union Station in downtown Los Angeles
Northern Section Options

Huntington Park Alignment and Stations

New Metro C (Green) Line Station

Southern Terminus at Pioneer Station in Artesia

X X X X X

In September 2016, Metro initiated the WSAB Transit Corridor Environmental Study with
the goal of obtaining environmental clearance of the Project under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

Metro issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) on May 25, 2017, with a revised NOP issued on
June 14, 2017, extending the comment period. In June 2017, Metro held public scoping
meetings in the Cities of Bellflower, Los Angeles, South Gate, and Huntington Park. Metro

1 nitial concepts evaluated in the SCAG report included transit connections and modes for the 34 mile corridor from Union
Station in downtown Los Angeles to the City of Santa Ana. Modes included low speed magnetic levitation (maglev) heavy rail,
light rail, and bus rapid transit (BRT).
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1 Introduction

provided project updates and information to stakeholders with the intent to receive
comments and questions through a comment period that ended in August 2017. A total of
1,122 comments were received during the public scoping period from May through August
2017. The comments focused on concerns regarding the Northern Alignment options, with
specific concerns related to potential impacts to Alameda Street with an aerial alignment.
Given potential visual and construction issues raised through public scoping, additional
Northern Alignment concepts were evaluated.

In February 2018, the Metro Board of Directors approved further study of the alignment in
the Northern Section due to community input during the 2017 scoping meetings. A second
alternatives screening process was initiated to evaluate the original four Northern Alignment
options and four new Northern Alignment concepts. The Final Northern Alignment
Alternatives and Concepts Updated Screening Report was completed in May 2018 (Metro 2018).
The alternatives were further refined and, based on the findings of the second screening
analysis and the input gathered from the public outreach meetings, the Metro Board of
Directors approved Build Alternatives E and G for further evaluation (now referred to as
Alternatives 1 and 2, respectively, in this report).

On July 11, 2018, Metro issued a revised and recirculated CEQA NOP, thereby initiating a
scoping comment period. The purpose of the revised NOP was to inform the public of the
Metro Board’s decision to carry forward Alternatives 1 and 2 into the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report. During the scoping period, one agency and
three public scoping meetings were held in the Cities of Los Angeles, Cudahy, and
Bellflower. The meetings provided project updates and information to stakeholders with the
intent to receive comments and questions to support the environmental process. The
comment period for scoping ended on August 24, 2018; over 250 comments were received.

Following the July 2018 scoping period, a number of project refinements were made to
address comments received, including additional grade separations, removing certain
stations with low ridership, and removing the Bloomfield extension option. The Metro Board
adopted these refinements to the project description at their November 2018 meeting.

1.3 Report Purpose and Structure

The purpose of this Geotechnical, Subsurface, and Seismic Impact Analysis Report is to
evaluate the existing geologic, soils and seismic conditions present within the Affected Area,
and analyze potential impacts to the Project. The Affected Area for geotechnical, subsurface,
and seismic resources is defined as the area within 250 feet of the project alignments. The
250-foot buffer extends out from the alternative alignment anticipated area of
work/disturbance, including the maintenance and storage facility (MSF) site options, Design
Options 1 (Los Angeles Union Station [LAUS] at the Metropolitan Water District [MWD]) and
2 (Add Little Tokyo Station), temporary (construction) areas, and permanent areas.
Considering that the Affected Area for geotechnical, subsurface, and seismic resources is
relatively flat, the 250-foot width would cover potential impacts from the project upon the
geology and soils of the area.

The study included review and evaluation of previously published and unpublished geologic
and hydrogeologic information developed within the Affected Area. The report is organized
into nine sections:

x Section 1 — Introduction
x Section 2 — Project Description

West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Project
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Section 3 — Regulatory Framework

Section 4 — Affected Environment/Existing Conditions

Section 5 — Environmental Consequences/Environmental Impacts
Section 6 — CEQA Determination

Section 7 — Construction-related Impacts/Consequences

Section 8 — Project Measures and Mitigation Measures

Section 9 — References

1.4  Methodology

Existing geologic and geotechnical data were reviewed to assess the Affected Area for known
geologic hazards and identify potential impacts. If stations or structures are proposed within
or directly adjacent to known geologic hazard areas, the potential for an impact has been
identified and assessed. As discussed in Sections 3, 5, and 8, additional geotechnical
investigations would be performed during preliminary engineering and final design of the
selected alternative.

X X X X X X X

To satisfy CEQA requirements, geology and soils impacts are analyzed in accordance with
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and considered significant if the Project has the
potential to result in the following:

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the
area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault. Refer to Division of
Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

i) Strong seismic ground shaking.

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction.

iv) Landslides.

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable
as a result of the Project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse.

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property.

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater.

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature.

Part “f” of the Geology and Soils portion of the CEQA Appendix G checklist is addressed in
the West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Project Final Paleontological Resource Impacts
Analysis Report (Metro 2021a).
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2 Project Description

2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This section describes the No Build Alternative and the four Build Alternatives studied in the
WSAB Transit Corridor Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact
Report, including design options, station locations, and MSF site options. The Build
Alternatives were developed through a comprehensive alternatives analysis process and meet
the purpose and need of the Project.

The No Build Alternative and four Build Alternatives are generally defined as follows:

x No Build Alternative - Reflects the transportation network in the 2042 horizon year
without the proposed Build Alternatives. The No Build Alternative includes the
existing transportation network along with planned transportation improvements that
have been committed to and identified in the constrained Metro 2009 Long-Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP) and SCAG’s 2016-2040 Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) (SCAG 2016), as well as additional
projects funded by Measure M that would be completed by 2042.

x Build Alternatives The Build Alternatives consist of a new LRT line that would
extend from different termini in the north to the same terminus in the City of Artesia
in the south. The Build Alternatives are referred to as:

Alternative 1: Los Angeles Union Station to Pioneer Station; the northern
terminus would be located underground at Los Angeles Union Station (LAUS)
Forecourt

Alternative 2: 7th Street/Metro Center to Pioneer Station; the northern terminus
would be located underground at 8th Street between Figueroa Street and Flower
Street near 7th Street/Metro Center Station

Alternative 3: Slauson/A (Blue) Line to Pioneer Station; the northern terminus
would be located just north of the intersection of Long Beach Avenue and
Slauson Avenue in the City of Los Angeles, connecting to the current A (Blue)
Line Slauson Station

Alternative 4: 1-105/C (Green) Line to Pioneer Station; the northern terminus
would be located at 1-105 in the City of South Gate, connecting to the C (Green)
Line along the 1-105

Two design options are under consideration for Alternative 1. Design Option 1 would locate
the northern terminus station box at the LAUS Metropolitan Water District (MWD) east of
LAUS and the MWD building, below the baggage area parking facility. Design Option 2
would add the Little Tokyo Station along the WSAB alignment. The Design Options are
further discussed in Section 2.3.6.

Figure 2-1 presents the four Build Alternatives and the design options. In the north,
Alternative 1 would terminate at LAUS and primarily follow Alameda Avenue south
underground to the proposed Arts/Industrial District Station. Alternative 2 would terminate
near the existing 7th Street/Metro Center Station in the Downtown Transit Core and would
primarily follow 8th Street east underground to the proposed Arts/Industrial District Station.
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2 Project Description

Figure 2-1. Project Alternatives

Source: Metro 2020
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